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'pet 21, 7:41 pa (Thompson drafter) 

'deliver one nour before speecn, 7 pa Oct 22 
Sir: 


Tnere is attacked a copy ox the statement I am making tonight 
((change to: A copy of tne statement I am making tonight concern! g 
developments in Cuoaana tne reaction of my Government thereto has 
been handed to your Ambassador in Washington *(prefer that K. not 
nave immediately available full text of statement: Oct 22, a 1 pm)) 

* In view of the g4avity of developments to wnicn I refer, I want 
you to know immediately and accurately the position of my Government 
on this matter. 

In our discussions and exchanges on Berlin and other international 
questions, the one thing that has most axncerned me has been the 
possibility that your Government would not correctly understand tne 
will and determination of tne US in any givensituation, since I 
have not assumed that you or any other sane man would, in this 
nuclear a 6 e, deliberately plunge the world into war wnicn it is 
crystal clear no country could win and which could only result in 
catastrophic consequences to tne whole world, including the 
aggressor. 

At our meeting in Vienna and subsequently, I expressed our 
readiness and desire to find, through peaceful negotiation, a 
solution to any.and all problems that divide us. At the same time, 

I made it clear that in view of the objectives of the ideology to 
which you adhere, the US could not tolerate any action on your part 
which in a major way disturbed the existing over-all balance of power 
in the world. I stated that an attempt to force acandox-ment of our 
responsibilities ana commitments in Berlin would constitute such an 
action and that tne US would resist with ail the power at its 
command. 

It was in order to avoid any incorrect assessment on the part 
of your Government with respect to Cubat Mat I publicly stated that 
if certain developments in Cuba took place, the US woula do whatever 
must be done to protect its own security ana that of its allies. 
Moreover, the Congress adaopted a resolution expressings its support 
of this declared policy. Despite this, the rapid development of" 
long-range missile bases and other offensive weapons systems in Cuba 
has proceeded. I must tell you tnat tna-x the US is determined to 
remove tnis threat to tne security of this hemisphere. 

((change, Oct 22, am; I must tell you that the US is 

determined that this threat to the s ecurity of tnis hemisphere oe 
removed.)) 

At the same time, I wish to point our that the action we are taking 
is tne minimum necessary to remove the threat to tne security ox tne 
nations oi this hemisphere. The fact of this minimum response snould 
not oe caken as a oasis, however, for any misjudgement on your part. 

I nope tnat your Government will refrain from any action which 
would widen or deepen this alreaay grave crisis am. that we can 
agree to resume tne path of peaceful negotiation. 












Oct 23; received ll:3t> am 

(Kuznetsov informed Kohler letter would not be puulishea "for tne 
time being.") 

Mr. President. 


I have just receiveayour letter, and have also acquainted myak' 
with text of your speecn of Qctooer 22 regarding Cuba. 

I would say frankly tnat measures outlined in your statement 
represent serious tnreat to peace ana security of peoples. US has 
openly taken patn of gross violation of charter of UN, path of 
violation of international norms of freedom of navigation on high 
seas, path of aggressive actions botn agaiiB-t Cuds and against 
SU. 

Statement of Government of US cannot be evaluated in any other 
way than as naked interference in aeomestic affairs of Cuban «*epubli 
SU, Etna other states. Charterof UN. and international norms do not 
give right to anyxg state whatsoever to establish in international 
waters control of vessels bound for shores of Cuban Republic. 

It is self-understood that we also cannot recognize ri 6 ht of 
US to estaolish control over armaments essential to Republic of 
Cuba for strengthening of its defensive capacity. 

We confirm that armaments now on Cuba, regardless of classif¬ 
ication to wnich thej belong, are destined exclusively for defensive 
purposes, in order to secure Cuban Republic from attack of aggressor 

I.hope that Government of US will snow prudence and renounce 
actions pursued by you, which ©~uld l&ad to catastrophic conseqi.eiajs 
for peace taroughout world. 

Viewpoiut of Soviext Government with regard to your- statement 
of Oct 22 is set forth in statement of Soviet Government wnich is 
being conveyed inraagx to you tnrough your ambassador in Moscow. 


Oct 2J, 


6.51 pm 




Dear Mr. Chairman : 

1 have received your letter of Oct 23. I think you will 
recognize that the steps wnich started the current chain of events 
was the action of your Government in secretly furnishing offensive 
weapons to Cuba. We will be discussing tnis matter in the Security 
Council. In tne meantime, I am concerned tnat we botn show prudence 
aiid do notning to allow events to maxe the situation more difficult 
to control tnan it already is. 

I ho^e that you will issue immediately tne necessary 
instructions to your ships to oDserve tne terms of tne quarantine, 
tne basis of wxich was estaulisned by the vote of tne OAS tni 3 
afternoon, and wxicn will go into effect at I 4 GO nours Greanwnich 
time Oct 24. Sincerely, 
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Soviei Governmeut statement, Oct 23 


...Tne Sov Gov empnasizes once a 6 am tnat all weapons in the 
Soviet Union's possesstxon are serving, and will serve tne purposes 
of defence a s ainst aggressors. Unaer existing internat-oukL con- 
aitions, tne presence oi powerful weapons, including nuclear rocxet 
weapons, in tne Soviet Union is acknowledged oy all tne peoples in 
tne world to he tne decisive factor in deternn-,. tne aggressive 
forces of imperialism froxa unleasning a world war of annihilation. 


Ine US Government accusses Cuba of creating a threat to the security 
of tne US. But wno is going to believe tnat Cuba can oe a threat 
to tne US? If we think of the respective size ana resources of the two 
countries, of tneir armaments, no statesman in his rig^t mind can 
imagine for one moment tnat Cuba can be a tnrnat to tne US or to any 
ocner country. It is hypocritical, to say the least,to say that 
little Cuoa may encroach on the security of the USA. • 


((But suppose they put 200 missiles there. Sovs could easily and 
quicxly put more MRBMs into Cuoa tnan US bad ICEMs or Polaris. 

Sovs were not being reassuring as to numbers. X 

Were we considering question of numbers or significance?)) 

((If all weapons of SU are • "defensive," then what is information 
content of statements that SU was putting "only" defensive weapons 
there? What was being ruled out? form of statements certainly 
implied tnat sometning was being said about type of weapons, in 
response to US distinctions. 

If ICBM3 in SU are deterrent to aggression against Cuba, why 
n«ed MRBMs in Cuba—especially controlled by Soviets?)) 





With regard to the SU's assistancs to Cuba, this assistance is 
exclusively designed to improve Cuba's deiensive capacity . As was 
xtated on 3 September 1962...the SG has responded to the Cuban 
Government's request to help Cuba with arms. The communique states 
tnat such arms and military equipment are intended solely for 
cefeusive purposes, ((check)) 

...The US is demanding tnat the military equipment Cuba needs for its 
own defense snould be withdrawn from its territory, a s<,ep to wnich 
no State prizing its independence can, of cnurse, a e ree. 
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nMSHsaoBs: 


Oct 23, l^b2 
Dear i*ir. Cnairiaau.: 

iS="“!;si-=-='i 

taat tae OS oould regard any any snipmeat of offensive weapons 'll 
eived* 1 thermos t !^f® t t . 1SSUeS - After t,lat time, ‘‘‘‘is Government rec- 

Ia5£ In llllZl'l “ in r SSTtS: £££.* 

those in ^ZS^Zi were^uring^act.on L*2S ^ ' 

namely ^haL^n Ilearnea oe ^ ond aoubt what you nave not denied— 
namely, that all tnese puolic assurances were false a »~ fhnf 

“ases a in Wad set out recently to establish a set of aissUe 

it was not r jhlf J ! oa t0 recognize clearly, Mr. Chairman, tnat 

in toe U nt o f llr8t cnalleB S e in this case, and that 

tba. rascal *gj Cuba retiree 

in our relations. ^I^ooe^hat^your^overnmenl^ill 1 ^- 6 

action to permit a restoration of the earlier si^t^! 

^mcerely yours. 




. - - - 
• • > **. *• ** :“/. *" V h -. 






' £; 

f * 

’t 


~ c^V'n 






* 




r . 


• • • 




► 

: I 


L\ 

{ .' / 

- 

-n ■; 

f- ; 


f 

r- 


r ■ 





















•• ••.•?*•;:-* 

. 'i ' - 

>■ W '' >'. 




Oct 26, l'io2s On K' s conversatioxi wi tn W.E. Knox, W'eatingnouse 
Electrical Internatioual, Moscow, uct. 24 . 

(coversatxon including Davis, Gutnne, Sheridan, Sonnenfeldt) 

f-L. K was loath to think that what occurred on Oct 22 was done for 

/ electoral reasons, it appeared to stem from nystena. The President 

was very young man; in fact K's own son was older. K had nad his 

differences with Eisenhower but was confident that Eisenhower would 

nave done things differently. irU _ . . ^. ..! 

((! Why? How? note E recommendations)) 

2. Except in time of war a blockade is illegal. If the US stopped 
and searched Sov snips, this would be piracy. * j 

3» K repeated- several times thatSov snips were unarmed, that some 
may turnaround ana that some would be stopped, but sooner or later 
tne SU would send its submarines to sink the ships that were stopping 
the Sov snips. • 

4. The US is now unable to take over Cuba. 

■ ' - ; ' ■ ' : 

5. To Mr. Knox’s comment that the President was infuriated because 
he had been assured that the SU would not send offensive weapons to 
Cuba ana found that he had been lied to, K replied with a half hour 
discussion on the distinction between ofiensive ana defensive weapons, 
((Did he deny lying?)) The US said that its.Turkish bases were 
defensive but .what was the range of the missiles there. 

_ 6. K then stated specifically teat the SU nad an anti-aircraft 
missile in Cuba as well as ballistic missiles with both conventional 
auj.a nuclear warneaas. The Cubans were too temperamental to turn over 
these weapons to them; for this reason'all. sophisticated military 
equipment were under direct, 13)0 percent Soviet control. They would 
never be fired except indefense of Cuba ana tnen only on the personal 
instructions from K as commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces. 

K added that if the US did not believe tnis it should attack Cuba 
and it would find out tne answer. Guantanamo would disappear the 
first day. 

((Kote: significance of snootdown on 27 Oct in light of K’s 
emphasis here and Oct 27 morning on his personal, and Soviet's 
reponsibility’. Also, concern for "temperamental" Cubans; and 
report that Mikoyan was representing concern tor tneir action 
after Oct 28)) 

„ _ i 

7. K would lime to talk with the President. He nad planned to 

attend the UN this fall, but tne UN is a place for arguing, not a 
place for negotiating. He would oe delighted to visit tne ires or 
(tor tne Pres to visit nim or a rendezvous at sea or anywhere else. 

A summit was desirable and it snoula not be a circus, 
o. Wnat occurred on Oct 22 was particularly disappointing, because 
Rusx ana Gromyko nad practically agreed on the nuclear test problem, 
on tne Polish-German aua Czecn-German frontier, an-u on non-dissemination 
of nostile propaganda in both East ana West Berlin. 

k told hisfamiliar story about a man wno nad learxxeu to g,et along with 
a smelly 6 oat even tnougn he aid not like tne goat. The SU xiad its 
6 oats in Italy, Greece, etc. ana wasiivin^. witn them. The US now 
had its goat in Cuba. 




r 










Oct 27, 19o2. Con, Alexsanar Fomin, Counselor; SOV—James Ramsey 

lon 6 talk on evening of October 27. Mr. Fomin too* a very gioomv 
view oi Che situation, sayin 6 n was fraught with ai 1 kinus of 
uan 6 ers. He complained tnat tnere seemea to be a lacx of commun¬ 
ications between our two countries on problems currently trouolin 
us ana suggested specifically that tnere snould be more uirect coSiact 
oetween Amos Tnompson anu Doorynin. He proposeu exploratory conver¬ 
sations Wi ich woula have as tneir oojective a searcn for oossiolp 
areas of compromise. 

Max Fomin stated that the personality of the President was a 
iactor wnicn intronucea great complications into .the situation anu 
possibly lay at the root of the trouble. He said that the Pres 
had a M dos or die" attitude and quoted several instances of what he 
considered intemperate behavior on nis part. These were: the feud 
with Broynill in Virginia, the dispute with the steel companies 
and tne incident in Oxford, Miss. Mr. F expressed tne ooinion that 
tne President, neea nothave let such issues come to an open conflict 
since there haa been other possibilities open to him for hanalin* 
tnem. .. He drew an analogy betweenthese examples at, the white House's 
aanaim s oi themost pressing problems in vnich. the USSR was vitally 
interested* Mr* F said that the President, being Irish, was very ’ 
headstrong ana determined to have his way at all costs. When queried 
as to what ne nnought-would be the best way of reacting.tothe actions 
f. a Presicent tuca. as he haa described, Mr. F made some equivocal 
on“1n2 p^. K ‘ a “ ^i^prexea || indicating a lac: of'decisic,, 

Mr* p safer tnat .the c»oa. for Turkey proposal, siould be considered- 
as a serious oner. : He stressed repeatedly that the USSR was 
seeking equality, ox treatment on tne international scene and tnat 
the American people should now finally unaerstand what it meant to 
nave missiles of a foreign power,pointed at their country from a 
nei & hooring state of minor dimensions. He said hie government was 
ileaiole on the details of any agreement and woula be deaaaum, 
m terms of a definite time period (he mentioned speciciaily a 
year for - withdrawal. froia Turkey). 

Mr.■ E. concluded on the rather rueful note that the US was tcakinr 
advantage of the SU’s current dispute with the Chinese to advance 
deiuaiius s.t a time inopportune to Moscow. 

((P had had iiery talk with S that aiternoon?) 

hf‘tnL t0 f SeC ° U 31 ° 0ti 4ueaWo ° vnetner remarks onPres sr.owla 
be snown to »nr t e Mouse. DH: Inis should, not be sent to the 

sno^d^o'h 11 h£3 bee “ overtaKen events, mis saaas memo 

Joo^reSrl) l “ ° Ur D “ aS °“ n ° Ur after tn6 covernsation 
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22 Oct. Cover letter to K with speech. Refers to discussion, at 
Vienna, Pres assertion there that US would not allow 3u to take 
actions overturning present iaiance of power. 

((Balance then conceived as "equal"? But now conceived a 3 
unequal, favoring US; we were, in effect, still proposing to prevent 
K from producing drastic change inbalance of power, in direction of 
equality. Meanwhile, K had vigorously rejected tni3 position at 
Vienaa, refused to renounce efforts to change the balance of power 
in Russia's favor.)) 

Had given specific example there of possible aiscalculation 
of US determination: trying to destroy. US-rights of. access-do-Berlin. 

Do not. mistake moderation of current action for- lack- of- determinal 
tion;. we are- determined tn&t missiles- shall be removed.* * I hope you 
will, act prudently, have snips comply with, quarantine..---■>' 


K reply,- 23 Oct?., cover, letter with-public reply-.-* You. have-no right 
to taxe action. -Weapons o£-Cuba r whatever—their character, are for 
defensive purposes. Cuba, is small,, cannot be a-threat to-giant US. 
Reply (?) 23- (?) Oct: You started this-,- by-putting missiles in. Cube 






2 reply to quarantine:: put-yourself-in ay-position;:--ultimatum; cannot 
comply;, axxat piratical; have ordered captains not to. comply.-- 

((But. had .ordered, them.-to turn morning of- 23 Oct,- before OAS voce; 
theyi .changed.-course- about* noon;. Davy didn.’t repor t -tnis- to - ExComn till 
24 Oct; announced 23 Oct.)) i—,1, 


39.0 


;Cxh i o yc. 


: < uoc 


reply.,.:.25; (?)• Oct: -1 refers- to- Shipments in August, -Pres statements. 
You- made- deceptive-statements,- in- public- and--privaterr—assuring that 
no. offensive -weapons- '*-> re being sent, t On-’the* na-sis <xf*-tn 3 s*f=. 
assurances, I xs. publicly restrained those- who* -wanted—to- -take- action. 
Then! learned that- recently you had-- been- -in stalling-missiles. 


. .■■ S i. I'M* V# , 


i* jC if . 


v -i J d C -1 



26 Oct- letter at-U&-Emb- in Moscow-at 1000',~ probably -sent -about 0930 
Washington time;-it- dian't -begin-arr-iving till, about*-1800-(discussed 
at ExComxa meeting at 2000)v- ;—>i *-* - tr ' 

F met with S ; aoout noon. Wash time; F called earlier (-when?). 

Sou infers F offer seat earlier than letter-, as it arrived; but 
times seem consistent witn F oiler being conceived at same time or 
later than letter,--transmitted to F about same time or evens-after 
letter sent. Makes sense to me tnat F offer was a specification of 
vague "proposal" in letter ((wnich says only that if US would give 
guarantee...then situation would cnan s e, everythin^ would different; 
tni3 would destroy need for tecnnicians. Can't speak for C but he 
would no longer have neea for mobilization. 2 I propose: you guaranty 
drop quarantine; we would (send no more arms?); tnen necessity for 
weapons w oa term onensive would uisappear.)) Reply to s F mi^ht hav 
signalleu: xa couple of uays before uS action (?); and, ni 6 hiy likely 
tnat this offer would be accepted if others failed; aimxxa 
































continued: 

if this had failed, no use trying toucher one, in private let alone 
in public; 27 Cot letter—sent about 24 hours after 26 Oct letter, 
auu after S repl^ to ? (presumably, after receipt of F report ia 
Moscow) may nave been public probe , public in part because nope of 
generating public support for it (also, to speed delivery?) 

((Sie: Rusk maintains emphatically that 27 Oct letter was a 
result of public suggestions by Lippman on 25 Oct and Kreisky (lipp- 
man not available for reflection in Moscow in time for 26 Oct 
letter?)) 

(Note: US couldn't caarge "bad faitn" because even if taey had 
beenpublic, iieitner 26 Oct letter nor O ? "question":^ could be 
described as a commitment to a definite offer. E.g., 26 Oct letter 
aoesn't. mention Turkey, out aoesn't say that missiles would be 
removed, eitner. The "necessity" for them would disappear (not 
necessarily missiles))—aggggg SU had dehiea necessity for tnem 
even before crisis , out nad put tnem in anyway—but that could mean, 
they are tnenavailaole for bargaining,. e.g., against taose 
equally "unnecessary" missiles in Turkey. The. F offer,, in contrast, 
was a specific traae, in. which. Xurmey aid not figure: but. 
was purely hypotnetical. .. _ 

Acceptance of F offer, did not bind-K at all (or US) but it 
revealed accep caoility of this to US, tnus gave aim. strong basis 
for believing ne cuuia get at least tuis;. in absence of .this, he 
mi^nt not .nave felt free to spend time..probing,. i.a view ..of o taer 
signals. .... . ^ _ _u._... 

Sou, Sie; tendency of ExComm officials to deprecate F-2 
excnange in view of 26 Oct letter;; uut would tnat not; have appeared 
quite ambiguous- if the E. offer were not availableJ;cr. make if 
specific?. Note tnat our reply of. 27 Oct is essentially., .to:. F offer, 
not to 26. Oct letter. . : n ..... ... f j ,.i. 

By sending. F offer, K in effect got an immeaiate reply to nis 
26 Oct letter, read in a form favoraDie to US; in effect, he had 
US puolic reply of 27 Oct on the ni^ht of 26 Oct or early morning 
of 27 Oct: prooaoly before senaing 27 Oct letter, ((whereas public 
impression—and of now many members of Excomm, staff?)), ne aian'fc 
get reply to eitner before he naa sent botn. 

Big US decision of afternoon of 27 Oct was not to combine two 
letters but .to ignore 27. Oct letter; meanwnle, threatening (as 
retaliation to Anaerson,. or to furtner snootdowns? Or* just as 
"retal" to failure to remove u-is^iles? Wnat was threacenea, or xspxii 
implied? If Anderson stressed, tnis su aa ests action against SAMs; 
ii missiles, missiles. Wnat was feeling of RxGomm auout Anderson, 
c.na aoout implications of prior coi-mitment3 aoout U-2a a na pbliticel 
consequences of inaction. Wa3 K"forcin & our nana"? (See Sie account 
oi Ball reaction)). 

(( 



















Ccjt 24, l9o2 9:24 pa 
Bear Mr. Pres. 

i* I nave received your letter of Octooer 23, faailiarized myself 
with it aud aiii answering you. 

Ima s ine, wr.President, that we haa posed to yja those ultimative 
conditions ^hich you nave posea to us oy jour action. How woula 
you nave reactea to tnis? I tnink that you wouiu nave been indignant 
at such a step on our part. Ana tnat wouiu have been comprehensible 
to us. 


Having posed these conaitions to us, you, Mr. President, have 
cnallenged us. Wno asxea you to do this? By wnat rignt have you 
done this? Our relations with the Republic of Cuba, like our 
relations with other states, regardless of wnat sort of state it 
may be, concern only the two countries between wi.icn those relations 
exist. Ana if one is really going to tai_k about a quarantine, referred 
to in jour letter, it can be established according toaccepted 
international practice, only by the agreement of states between 
themselves. And not by any sort of third party, 

there exist, for example, quarantines on agricultural goods and products 
But in the case at hand, the question is in no way one of quarantine, bt 
but rather offar more serious things, and you yourself, understand 

buis • 

You, Mr.. President , are not declaring quarantines, but 
advancing an ultimatum ana. threatening that unless we sucordinate 
ourselves to your demands,.you will use force,* CoiE.ider what you arc 
saying’ And you wisn. to convince. m--/ to' agree • to tnis.! gfrgy What 
-does agreement- wiu_h suchdemands mean? This would mean, to guide 
oneself in one's relations. with other countries not by reason out to 
inaulge aroitrariness. You are no longer appealing to reason, but 
wisn to intimidate us. 

Ana, Mr. President, I cannot agree with this ana tnink that in 
your heart you recognize that I am correct. I am convmcea that in 
my place you would act the same way. 

Reference to the decision of the Organization of ih American 
States cannot in any way substantiate the demands now advanced by 
tne US. This organization has absolutely no authority or 
basis to rnaxe decisions like that of which you speak in your letter* 
Consequently, we do not recognize these decisions, internaltior 
law exists, generally recognized norms of conduct exist. We firmly 
support the principles of interxiati'onal lav, Sorictly observe the 
norms regulating navigation on the hi 6 h seas and in international 


waters. We observe tnese norms ana en*oy the rights recognized oy 
ail states. 

You wish to compel us to renounce the rights that every 
sovereign state enjoys, you. are attempting to legislate inquestions 
of international law, you are trampling, upon the 6 eneraliy accepted 
noims ot this law. And all this not only out of hatred for the 











2 . 


I Cuuaii people and its government, uut also as a caxaidaxasiax 
: result oi considerations of tne election campaign in tne US. 
rtdat morality, what law can justify such an approach by the American 
government to international affairs? You cannot find such a morality 
ana ancn a law, oecause the actions of the USA with regard to Cuba 
are.outrignc oanaitry, or, if you lue, tne folly of degenerate 
imperialism. Uniortunately, tne peoples of all countris, and at least 
tne itnier;Lcan people, can suffer gravely fro sucn folly, since 
the USA has tully lost ifs former inaccessibility witn the advent 
of contemporary types of armament. 

un - equently, Mr. ^resident, if you cooly weigh the situation 

wmcn nas developed, not 6 iving way to passions,, tnen you will 
understand tnat the Soviet Union cannot fail to reject tne arbitrary 
demanas oi tne USA. When you confront us with such conditions, try* 
to put yourself in our situation and think how the USA would react 
to these conditions. I do not aouot that if someone had attemoted 

conQitl ° ns oi this sort to you, the USA, you would nave 
rejected aucn. an attempt. And we also say_Mo. 

The Sov Government considers tnat violation of freedom of the 
use of inernati^nal waters and international air space is an 
act of a e gression, pusning mankind towards the abyss of a world 

ti S tii e : nU ? lear W ; r o CQnse( l ueQti y» the sov Gov cannot give instruction 
to tne captains of Soviet vessels oouna forCuoa to observe tne instruct 
ons of tne American naval forces blockading tnat island. Your n ^ rUCC 
instructions uo Soviet mariners are strictly to observe the general1- 
recognized norms 01 navigation'in ihtarnatiiaL waters ana not to ' 
retreat from tnem uy even one step. And if the American side 
violates tnese rules, it must realize xnat sort of responsibility 
will rest upon it in that case, uf fourse, we snail nor be simnly 
observers of piratical actions ofAmerican snips. on the high seai. 

*e will tnen oe iorcea for our part to take the-measures vnicn we 
deem necessary and adequate in order to protect our rights.. For 
tms we have all tnat is necessary. 








Oct 2b, lybK. delivered to Bmuassy 4 :43 pm Moscow time; translated 
oy Emoassy; sent 7 pm Moscow time: receiveu b pa Wash time; 
ixrst part relayed to Wmte House 6:30 pm. Secoad part 
received 6:27, relayed WH 6:45* Tnird part recexvea 6:23, relayed 
WH 6;43 (apparent offer); Fourtn part received 9 pm, relayed 
9:13 (more specific offer) 

Dear Mr. President: 

I have received your letter of Oct 25. From your letter, I 
got tne feeling that you have some understanding of the situation 
wnicn has developed and some sense of responsibility. I value this. 

Mow we have publicly exchanged our evaluations of the events around 
Cuba ana each of us has set forth his explanation and his understanding 
of tnese events. Consequently, I would judge tnat, apparently, a 
continuation of an excnange oi opinions at sucn a distance, even in 
the form of secret letters, will haraly add anytning to that which 
one side nas al-eqdy said to tne otner. 

I think you will understand me correctly if you are really con¬ 
cerned aoout the welfare of tne world. Everyone needs peace; both 
capitalists, if they have not lost their reason, and, still more, 
communists, people wno know how to value not only their own lives 
but, more tnan anytning, the .lives of tne peoples. We, communists, 
are against all wars betweenstates in general ana have been defending 
tne cause of peace since we came into the world. We have always re¬ 
garded war as a calamity, and not as a game nor as a means for the 
attainment of definite goals, hor, all the more, as a goal in 
itself. Our goals are clear, and the means to attain tnem is labor. 

War is our enemy and a calamity for all the peoples. 

It is thus tnat we, Soviet people, and together with us, other 
peoples as well, understand tne questions of war and peace. I can, 
in any case, firmly say tnis for the peoples of tne Socialist countries 
as well as for all progressive people who want peace, happiness, and 
frienusnip among peoples. . 

I see, Mr. x resident, that you too are not devoid of a sense of 
anxiety for the fate of the world, of understanding, ana of vnat 
war; entails. What would a war give you? You are threatening us with 
But you well know tnat tne very least wnich you would receive 
in reply would be tnat you would experience tne same consequences as 
tnuse waxen you sent us. Ana tnat must oe clear to us, people investee 
tne autnority, trust, and responsibility. We must not succumb to 
intoxication ana pewy passions, regardless of wnether elections are 
impending in tnis or tnat country , or not impending. These are all 
transient xningS, out if indeed war snoula breax out, then it would 
not be in our power to stop it, for sucn is tne logic of war. I have 
participated in two v»ars aw Know tnat war euas when it has rolled 
tnrougn cities ana villages, everywnere sowing deatn ana destruction. 

In the name oi tne Soviet government and tne Soviet people, I 
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assure you tnat your conclusions regarding oxlensive weapons on 
Guoa are a rounalcSs. It is apparent from you nave written ae tnat our 
conceptions are different ou tnis score, or ratner, we nave different 
estimates ox tnese or tnose military means, inaeeu, in reality, me 
same forms oi weayOnS can nave aiiferent interpretations. 

You are a military man ana, I nope, will unuerstanu me. Let us 
taxce for example a simple cannon. What sort of means is tnis: oi ten¬ 
sive or defensive? a cannon is a deiensive means if it is set up 
to detenu boundaries or a fortiiied area. BUu if one concentrates 
artillery, ana auus to it tne necessary number of troops, tnen tne 
same cannons uo oecome an offensive means, because tney prepare ana 
clear tne way for infantry to attacm. The same nappens witn missile- 
nuclear weapons as well, witn any type of tnis weapon. 

((Tnis cuts ootn ways: i.e., a a ainst Sov assertion that missiles 
were "defensive," as well.)) 

You are mistaKen if you think that any of our means on Cuba are 
offensive. However, let us not quarrel now. It is apparent tnat I 
will not be able to convince you of tnis. But I say to you: you, Hr. 
President, are a military man and should unuerstanu: can one attack, 
if one has on one's territory evenan enormous quantity of missiles 
of various effective radiuses ana various power, but using only these 
means. Tnese missiles are a means of extermination aim uestruction. 
But one cannot attacK witn tnese missiles, even nuclear missiles of 
a power of 100 megatons Decause only people, troops, can attack. 
Without people, any means however powerful cannot oe offensive. 

How can one, consequently, a ive suen a completely incorrect 
interpretation a3 you are now giving, to the effect tnat some sort 
of means on Cuba are offensive. All the means located, tnere, and 
I assure you of tnis, have a defensive character, are onCuDa solely 
for tne purpose of defense, ana we have sent them to Cuba xals at 
tne requenst of tne c Cuban government. You, nowever, say tnat these 
are offensive means. ' » 
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Second part: 

But, Mr. President, do you really seriously think that Cuba can 
attacm tne US ana tnat even we togetner with Cuba canattack you from 
tne territory of Cuba? Can you really think tnat way? How is it 
possible? We do not understand tnis. Has sometning so new appeared ; • 

in military strate 0 y that one can tnink that it is possible to" attacK 
tnus. I say precisely attacm, anu not destroy, since barbarians, , 

people wno nave lost tneir sense, destroy. 

I believe tnat you nave no basis to tnink tnis wa^. You can 
re s ara us with distrust, out in an,y case, j»ou can be calm in tnis 
regard, tnat we are of sound mind a^a understand perfectly well that i . 
if we attacx you, .you will respond tne 3ame way. But .you too will 
receive tne same tnat you nurl against us. Ana I tnink that you 
also txixkxxxxxxamgxxa^; understand tnis. My conversation with you 
in Vienna gives me tne ri a ht to talk to jou tnis way. 
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^x Tnis indicates tnat we a^e normal people, tnat we correctly 
UiiQersiiaxu anu correctly evaluate tne situation. Consequently, now 
can we permit tne incorrect actions wnicn you ascribe to us? Only 
lunatics or suiciues, wi*o tnemsexves want to pensn aiu to destroy 
tne wnoie worLu beiore the,, die, Couia do tuis. We, nowever, want 
to live and do not at all want to destrxy your country. We waut 
souietnin^ quite dii'ierent; to compete with, your country on a 
peaceful oasis. We quarrel with gou, we nave differences on 
iaological questions. But’ our view of the worlu consists in this, 
tnat ideological questions, as well as economic problems, snould be 
solved not by military means, tney must oe solved on the basis of 
peaceful competition, i.e., as tnis is unaerstood in capitalist 
society, on the basis of competition. We have proceeded and are 
proceeding, from the fact that the peaceful coexistence of the two 
different social-political systems, now existing inthe world, is 
necessary, tnat it is necessary to assure a stable peace. Tnat is 
the sort of principle we hold. 

You na.e now proclaimed piratical measures, which were employed 
in tne Middle Ages, wnensnips proceeding in international waters 
were attacked, and you have called tnis "a quarantinex” around Cuba. 
Our vessels, apparently, will soon enter thexx zone wnich your havy 
is patrollin 5 . I assure $au tnat tnese Vessels, now po^nd for Cuba y 
are carrying the most innocent peaceiul cargoes. Bo you reaxly tnink. 
that we only occupy ourselves with the carriage of so-caled offensive 
weapons, atomic ana hydrogen bombs? Although perhaps your military 
people imagine that these (cargoes) are some sort of special type 
of weapons I assure you that they are the most ordinary peaceiul 
products. 

Consequently, Mr. -^resident, let us show s ood sense. I assure 
you that on tnose snips, wnicn are oouno for Cuba, tnere are no 
weapons at all. Tne weapons vixich were necessary for the deiense 
of Cuba are already there. I do not waut to say that tnere were not 
an., snipments of weapons at all. ho, tnere were such shipments. But 
now Cuba has already received tne necessary' means of defense. 

I don't Know wnetner you can understand ties and believe me. 

But I snould lime to have you believe in yourself and to agree tnat 
one cannot-give way to passions; it is necessary to control them. 

And in what direction are events now developing? If you stop the 
vessels, the^, as you yourself Know, tnat would be piracy. If we 
startea to uo tnat with re^aru to your snips, tnen,you would also be 
as indignant as we ana the wnoie worla are now. one cannot give 
anotner interpretation to sucnactions, oecause one caxmot legalize 
lawlessness. If this were permittee, tnentnere would be no peace, 
th^re woula also be no peacexui coexistence. We snould tnen be 
forced to put into ef’iect tne necessary measures 
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of a dev£nsxve character to protect our interests in accordance 
v,itu international law. Why snoulu tnis oe none? To wnat would all 
tnis lead? 

Letus normalize relations . We have received an appeal from tne 
Ac ting Secretary General of tne UN, U Tnant, witn nis proposals. I 
nave ai.ready answered nim. his proposals come to tnis, tnat our xxzvx 
sine snoulu not transport armaments of any Kina to Cuba during a certain 
period of time, wmle negotiations are bem s conducted—ana we are 
reaay to enter such negotiations—ana tne otner side should not under¬ 
take any sart of piratical actions § 6 amst vessels en & a & ed in 
navigation on tne niga seas. 1 consider tnese proposals reasonable. 

Tnis voula be a way out of tne situation wmch has been created, wnich 
would give tne peoples the possibility of breathing calmly. You have 
asked what happened, wnat evoked the delivery of weapons to Guoa? Ton 
have spoKenaoout tnis to #our Minister of Foreign Affairs.. I will 
tell you frankly, Mr. President, wnat evoked it. 

We were very grieved by the fact—I spoke about it .in Yienna-jp— 
that a landing took place, that ana attack on Cuba was committee, as 
a result of wnich many Cubans perished. You yourself told me then tnau 
this had been a mistake, i respected that explanation. You repeated, 
it to me sevei'al times, pointing out ttat not everycoay occupying a 
ni-h position would acknowledge nis mistakes a3 you hau done. I value 
such frankness. For my part, I told-you . that-we too possess no 
less courage; we also acknowledged tnose mistakes which had been 
committed auring tne nisoory of our state, and not only acknowledged, 
but snarply condemned them. 

If you are really concerned aoout tne peace andwelfare of your 
people, ana tnis is your responsibility as President, as I,as the 
Cnairman of the Council of Ministers, am concerned for my people. 
Moreover, the preservation of world peace snould be our joint concern, 
since if, under contemporary conaitions, war should break out, it would 
be a war not Oxxly between tne reciprocal claims, but a worla wiae cruel 
and destructive war. 

Why nave we proceeaed to assit Cuba with military and economic 
aia? The answer is: we have proceeded to do so Only for reasons 
of humanitarianism. At one time, our people itself nad a revolution, 
wnen Russia was still a backva-u country. We were attacked tnen. We 
were tne target of attack by many countries. Tne USA participatedin 
tnau adventure. Tnis nas been recoraea Dy participants in the aggression 
against our country. A wnble book has been wnttenabout tnis oy 
General Graves, wno, at tnat time, commanuea tne US expeaitionary corps. 
Graves called it "Tne American Auventure in Siberia." 

We know how difficult it is to accomplish a revoiutionand now 
uixiicuit it is to reconstruct a country o.. new foundations. We sin¬ 
ce! exy sympathize witn Cuca ana tne Cuoa people, but we are not 
interieriiig inquestions of domestic structure, we are not interfering 
i-x tueir affairs. Tne SU desires to nelp tne Cuoans build tneir life 
as t.ixey tnemselves wisu ana that otners snoulu not nxnaer them 
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You once saia t.nat tne US was not preparing an invasion.. But 
you also declared, tnat you sympatnized witn tae Cuoan counterrevol¬ 
utionary emi a rancs, tnat you support taeia am. woulu aelp tnem 
to realize taeir plans a a ainst tae present a overnment oi Cuoa. It 
is also not a secret to anyone taat tae tareat of arm^d attacK, 
a a g,re3Sion, aas constantly nun a , ana continues to nan a over Cuoa. 

It was o~iy tnis waicn impelled us to respond to tae request oi the 
Cuoa gOvernmei.it to furnish it aid for tne stren a tnenin a oi the defen¬ 
sive capacity of u nis country. 

If assurances were a iven oy tne President an tne government of 
tne JS that tne USA itself would not participate in an attack on 
Cuoa and would restrain others from actions of this sort, if you would 
recall your ileet, tnis would immediately chan a e everything.. I 
am not speakin a for Fidel Castro, out I thinK tnat ae anu the govern¬ 
ment oi Cuoa, evidently, would declare demobilization and would appeal 
to the people to get aownto peaceiul laoor. Then, too, tne question 
of armaments would disappear, since, if there is no threat, tnen 
armaments area burden for every people. Then, too, tne question of 
the destruction, not o~ly of the armaments* which you call offensive, 
out of all other armaments as well, would look different. 

I spoKe in the name of the Soviet government, inthe Uft and 
introduced a proposal for the disbandment of all armies and for the 
destruction of ail armaments, how tnen can 1 now count on. those 
armaments? Armaments bring only disasters. When one accumulates them, 
tnis dama a es the economy, and if one puts them to use, then they 
destroy people on ooth sides. Consequently, only a mad man can believe 
that armaments are tne principal means in tne life of society, ho, 
they are an enforced loss of human energy, anc what is more are for the 
destruction of man himself. If people do not snow wisdom, tnen in 
the iinal analysis they will come to a clasn, line blind moles, and 
tnen reciprocal extermination will begin. 

Let us tnerefore snow statesmanlike wisdom. I proposes we for 
our part, will declare that our snips, bound forCuba, will not carry' 
any Kind of armaments. You would declare taat the US will not 
invade Cuoa witn its forces and will not support any sort of forces wmen 
mignt intend to carry out an invasion of Cuoa. Then tne necessity for 
the presence of our military specialists in Cuoa would disappear. 

i v ir. President, I appeal to jou to wei a h well what the aggressive 
piratical actions, wnicn you nave declared tne USA intends to carry¬ 
out in international waters, would lead to. You yourself Know tnat 
any seaside man simply cannot a a ree with tis, cannot recognize your 
rignt to sucnactioas. 
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Comment on K letter of 26 O c t,27 Oct, and JFK reply of 8 pm 27 Oct 

1. K sinply doesn't make any offer to withdraw missiles; he says that 
given commitment, wacsia he would make commitment nat that Sov vessels 
bound for Cuba ((at the moment? or indefinitely!)) wouLd rot carry 
weapons; and that there would no longer be any "necessity" for 3ov 
specialists, or armaments. But 3U had already said—on Sent 11—that 
they had no "necessity" formissile3 on Cuba: with which we could agree, 
fhis is—evidently —not tantamount co saying that they wouldn't put them 
there, or once there, would take them out. 

2. The Oct 27 letter is, in fact, quite compatible with the Oct 26 
letter (though non with F—o exchange). If missiles were "necessary," 
then a trade with Turkish missiles wouldn't be acceptable,so far as 
Cuba were aoncemed. But if they weren't necessary...they were available 
for bargaining; removal of the Surkish missiles would justify the 
trouble of taking them out. 

3. Th$ JFK letter purports to ready into the Oct 26 letter certain 
proposals—but these couldn't possibly be read into that letter. x hey 
just aren't there. This would be known not only to K but to anyone in 
Moscow who knew the K letter. If the letter hadsxdn been published 
shortly, the effect would have been most neculiar. what JFK was really 
referring to was the F offer. (Did X explain this D loy in his interview 
with I?) 
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Not 6, draft reply to Not 5 letter 
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photographic 

evidence that offensive weapons were being installed was a deep and dangerous 
shock, first to this Government and then to our whole people* 

(delete following?) As you think about this natter, let me ask you to 
consider how you would have felt if the situation had been reversed and if a 
similar effort had been made by us ina country like Finland. If in Finland, 
or even Sweden, there had developed a government increasingly hostile to 
you and if then, during a vary short period of time—while public and private 
reassurances were being given—there had been secretly sent to Finaind a 
whole variety of dangerous means of destruction which were discovered only 
at tne last moment, I am sure you know how the Soviet Government and people 

.-would have reacted. And that is how the action of your side in Cuba appears 
to us. * ^ 


In the aftermath of this shock, to which we replied with a measured but 
necessary response, I believe it is vital that we should reestablish 
some degree of confidence in communication between the %io of us. If the 
leaders of the two great nuclear powers cannot judge with some accuracv the 
intentions of each other, we shall find ourselves in a period of gravely 
increasing danger—not only for our two countries but for the whole world. 


I there.ore hope that you will promptly recognize that when we sceka of the 
need to remove missiles and bombers, with their immediate supporting equipment, 
we are not trying to complicate the situation but slrroly stating what va 3 

•^ dl ' lded 111 our understanding of Get 27 and 23. I shall continue to 
aoice fuxly oy the undertakings in my letter of Oct 27, and specifically 
under the conditions stated in that letter I will hold to my undertaking* 
to give assurances against an invasion of Cuba." This undertaking has 
already come under attack here and is likely to become increasingly an 
objects of criticism by a great many of my countrymen. A n d the very minimum 
ath t^. x ! nsc * S£ar y in regard to these assurances is, as was agreed, the 
veri ied removal of the missile and bomber systems, together with real safe¬ 
guards against their reintroduction. 

I should emphasize to you directly, Mr. Chairman, that inthis respect there 
Is another problem immediately ahead of us which could very serio>s indeed 
and that is the problem of continuing verification inCuba. Your representatives 
have spoken a3 if this were entirely a problem for theCastro regime" tosettle 
but the continuing verification of the absence of offensive weapons in Cuba 
is^an essential safeguard for the US and the other countries of this Hemisphere 
-no 13 an explicit conditi n for the undertakings which we in our turn have 
agreed to. The need for this verificati n is, I regret to say, convincinglv 
eemonstrated by what happened in Cuba in the mo-ths of September and October. 

th * Pf;S ent we ar « having to rely on our own methods of surveillance, 
su f7 9dllance wil1 surely have to be continued unless a better and 

f0U ? d * W ® bClie7e that a 3eri0US reponsibility of 

Ti ? nt to insure tr.at weponas which you have provided to Cuba are noy 

of : ? ; lnt ? r f«re with this surveillance, which has the full funport 

Cl tns Western Hemisphere. 


* 

! 

i 

j 

I 


; 















3. 


the^rroblem^of 5“^ ‘o^tio^fo^it 

to consider wh.tk.“« Jn^^J “ 7 m top0rtimt for 7°» 

rr ra P-"-7 r *mtroduced. Ia this connection in particular ». ™ ct a++ r 

^•^ra^ ta rsr - 
t “ ^risis-tsw 

later phase of thm r , T . rt uT^V^? dcrasa considerations 3*7 belong to a 
thought! P b ,0Ut 1 n0p ® that you wil1 ? iv ® them careful 

of the M33il^^d t bo»ber^ ti !ith h theS r ^i I r !T? ?t th *^ 11 i3 tks wit hdraval . 
verification, and with a c^nn-r w Z Z equipment, under adequate 

the future, g£*? “ £f f ont ^ d ^guards in * 

clniT^cTAl’AVZ : d T ^ «•«. „» 

in the interests of p^ace. ° P roblaaJS absuld be resolved 



















HHH 


,i£t*>i£ 


4 

Dec 11, 1962 
Dear Mr. ^resident: 

It would seem that you and we have cane now to a final stage in 
the elimination of tension around Cuba. Our relations are already entering 
now their normal course since all those means placed by us on the Cuban 
territory^ which you considered offensive are withdrawn and you ascer¬ 
tained that to which effect a statement was already made by your side. 

That is good. w e aporeciate that you just as we aopreached not 
dogmatically the solution of the question of eliminating the tension which 
evolved and this aiabled us under existing conditions to find also a 
more flexible form of verification of the withdrawal of the above roantiored 
means. Understanding and flexibility displayed by you in this matter 
are highly aopreciated by us ha though our criticism of American imoerialism 
remains inforce because that conflict was indeed created by the policy 
of the US with regard to Cuba. 

More resolute steos should now be takento move towards finalizing 
the elimination of this tension, i.e. you on your part should clearly 
confirm at the UN as you aid at your press' 03 nfsrence and in your 
messages to me the pledge of non-invasion of Cuba by the IS ar.d your 
allies having removed reservations which are being introduced now into the 
US draft declaration in the Security Council and our representatives in 
. . HI should come to terras with regard to an agreed wording in the declarations 

-‘rof-both powers of the commitments undertaken by them. 

^",-..1 believe that you already bad an opportunity to familiarize yourself 
with the text proposed by us of a brief declaration of the Sov Gov in which 
I.-.;’*'.-;. the SU's main commitments resulting from the exchange of messages between 

, v us are formulated. proceed from the ass urn tion that an analogous brief' 

declaration should be made by the US Gov and that the main US commitments 
resulting from the exchange of messages will also be fixed in it. Have a 
look, Mr. rresident, at this prooosal submitted by us through your reores- 
entatives in New lork. 

But notwithstanding what the agreenent on the concrete texts of our 
declarations at this concluding stage will be, anyway the basic goal has bee 
achieved and tension removed. I will tell youfrankly that ve have renoved 
our means from Cuba relying cn yonr assurance that the US and its allies 
will not invade^Cuba. x hose means really had the ouroose of defending the 
sovereignty of Cuba and therefore after your assurance they lost their 
purpose. w e hope and we would like to believe—I spoke of that nub lie ly 
too, as you know—that you will adhere to the commitments which you have 
taken, as strictly as we do with regard to our commitments. w e, Mr. 
^resident, have alreac^r fulfilled our commitments concerning the removal 
of our missiles and 11-28 planes from Cuba and we did it even aheadof 
time. It is obvious fhat fulfillment by you of your commitments cannot 
be as clearly demonstrated as it was done by us since your commitments 
are of a long-term nature. Bub it is important to fulfill them and to do 
everything so that no doubts are sown from the very start that they will not 
be fulfilled. I already told you at one time that our friends esoecially 
those of them who regard us with certain lack of understanding are trying 
to convince us that imperialism cannot be trusted, that is that you cannot 
be trusted, as a representative of such caoitalist state as the United 
States of America. 
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^t & oe f without saying that you and X have different under standing of 
these questions. I shall not go into details as to what my understanding 
is because in this regard you and I cannot have common ooinion since we 
are people presenting different oolitical ooles. But there are things 
that require axff common understanding cn both sides and such common 
understanding is oossible and even necessary. This is Wist I watld like to 
tell you about. 

Within a short period of time we and you have lived through a rather 
acute crisis. The acuteness of it was that we and you were already ore- 
pared to fight and this would leadto a thermonuclear war. Yes, to a 
thermonuclear world war with all its dreadful consecruences. We took it 
into account and, being convinced that mankind would never forgive the 
statesmen who would not exhaust all oossibilities to prevent catastroohe 
agreed to a comoromise although we understood—and we state it now— that 
your claims had no grounds whatsoever, had no legal basis and represented 
a manife station of sheer arbitrariness in international affairs .' We agreed 
to a compromise because our main purpose was to extend a helping hand to 
Jw + r? 0 P e °P] e in order to exclude Impossibility of invasion "of Cuba so 
that Cuba could exist and develop as a free, sovereign state. This is our 
main purpose today, it remains to be our main ouroose for tomorrow and we 
aid not and do not oursue any other ourpose. 

Therefore, Hr. President, everything—the stability in this area and 
° f n , *! n ' S area in the entire wo rid—depends on how vou will 
now fulfill the commitments taken by you. Furthermore, it Till be now 
a . s ?f* ° l^ rau f P a P er i an indicator whether it is possi’oleto trust if 

ar±Se in 0ther & e °graphical areas. I think you will 
agree that if our arrangement for settling the Cuban crisis fails it will 
undermine a possi bili t y; for maneuver vhich you and we tpuld resort to 

dan -^> a oos si'DiUty for compromise in thelhture if 
similar difficulties arise in other areas of the world, and they really 

°*“. aris ®; We i attach great significance to all this, and subsequent ^ 
development will depend on you as ^ resident and cn the US Government, 
e believe that the guarantees for non-invasion of Cuba given by 

n f ntainedand on lY ^ the period of your stay in the white 

h-’.M T an e f Dression ^ S° es without stying. We believe that 
you win be able to receive a mandate at the next election too, that is 

be the US President for six years, which would apceal to us. 

that nenv!H S L SiX H 31 * 3 ^ W ° rld b° litics i s a long period of time and durir. 
earth' 00 ^ fl® 3 * 6 good conditions for peaceful coexistence on 

as well as hi?h ?' 7 a PP recia ted by the peoples of our countries 

** wen as by all other peoples. 

fonft^h!^ 6 ^ 141 '^ 1 ^ 31 ^ 611 ^ 1 V0Vld like express a wish that you 
of^Pr^i right way, as we do, in appraising the situation. it is 

oMnT ;unn ° rtance to orovide for the possibility of an exchange of 
we » S T ooniidential channels wiich you and I have set up andwhich 

on ??lu BUt ** CQnfiden ti a l nature of our personal relati ms will depend 
i^sW^ 1 * 7 °? fulfill - as we bid the canmitments taken ty you and give 
cn^ ^ 118 -* 0 your re P resenta tives in "ew I 0 rk to formalize these 
comnutmenos in aporooriate documents. This is needed in order tht all the 
oeooles be sure that tension inthe Caribbean is a matter of yesterday and 
nat now normal conditions have been really created In the world. And for 

necessary to fix t he assmed commitments in the documents of both sides 
and to register them with the UN. 
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You, Mr. ^resident , do not want to agree with the five ccriitions 
out forward by r rime Minister of the Berublic of Guba Fidel Castrol. 

But, indeed, these five principles correspond fully to the provisions of the 
UN Charter which is a legal basis for the relations bnong states, a sort of 
foundation for securing oeace and peaceful coexistence. I will tell you 
frankly that such position of yours is surprising. Maybe you have sene 
difficulties , but, Mr. ^resident, we who occupy such reponsible position 
in the wprld and who are endowed with high trust, have too'ercome these 
difficulties. The oeoples will appreciate that because for them it 
means ensuring lasting peace on earth. 

It would like to express to you ray disapproval of certain thin^. 

We read now various articles by your columnists and cor re soon dents and we 
are concerned that in those articles they are widely commenting on the 
confidential exchange of opinion and it is being Bob by the people who as 
it armm would seem have to relation to confidaitial channels set up between 
us. Judging by the contents of these articles it is clear that their authors 
are well informed and we get an impression that this is not a result of 
an accidental leak of the confidential information but a result of 
benevolence for those people into whose hands gets the information they mate 
public.- This evidently is done for the purpose of informing the Dublic in 
a one-sided way. 

Frankly speaking, if we use the confidential ccmmunicatiaris this way, 
it will be far from facilitating confidence in those channels. Tau 
yourself realize that if your side begins to act in the way that our 
exchange of opinion by way of confidential charnels willleak through fingers 
those channels will cease to be of use and may even cause harm. But this 
is up to you. If youconaider that those channels have outlived themslSives 
and are of no use any longer, then we also willdrav appropriate ©nelusions 
in this respect. I tell you this straightforwardly and I would like to 
know your opinion on this matter. Y have bean denouncing Anericai 
imperialism. But on the other hand I consider it useful for us to 
continue to mainta. n the possibility of confidential exchange of opinion 
because a minimum of personal trust is necessary for leading statesmen of 
both, countries and this corresponds to the interests of our countries and 
peoples, to the interests of peace all over the vorld. 

Let us, Mr. President, eliminate promptly the consequences of the 
^uban crisis and get down to solving bxx other questions, and we havethem 
in number. As far as nuclear test ban is concerned this is a minor question 
on the whole. I am going to address to you a confidential letter and pro¬ 
posals on this questionand I hope that we will overcome difficulties 
existing in this question. A he oroblem of disarmament is a different 
matter; it is a major and difficult question now. 

But, of course, the main question is the German question and it is 
an easy and at the same time difficult one. I say that it is an easy and 
at the same time difficult question. bu+ this is really so. It is easy 
because our proposals for concluding a peace treaty do not demand any 
concessions from either side, neither do they demand any losses from either 
side. These proposals only fix the situation which has developed as a 
result of toorld ^ar II. 

After the talks that our Minister of Foreign Affairs A. Gromyko had 
with your Secretary of State B. %Lsk, only one auestion in effect remained 
unresolved—that of troops in « J est Berlin: troops of what countries, for 

what term and under what flax will be stationed there. 
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December ll*, 1962 
Dear Mr.Chairman: 

I was glad to have your message of December 11th and to know that you 
believe,as we do, that we have come to the final stage of the Cubanaffair 
between us, the settlement of which will have significance for yur future 
relations and for our ability to overcome other difficulties. I wish 
to thank you for your expression of aporeciation of the und erst and ing and 
flexibility we have tried to display. 

I have followedwith close attention the negotiations on the final settler® nt 
of the Cuban question between your representative, Mr. Kuznetsov, and our 
representative^, Amb. Stevenson and M r . McCloy, in New fork. In these 
negotiations we have tried to understand your position and I am glad to note 
that Mr. Kuznetsov has also shown effort to understand our problems,. It 
is clearly in the interest of both sides that we reach agreement on how 
finally to dixoose of the Cuban crisis. To this end, Amb. Stevenson and ^r. 
McCloy presented on Wednesday a new draft of a joint statement which by now 
has certainly reached you. l wish to assure that it is our purpose to end 
this affair as simply and clearly as possible. 

• ' • ' 

You refer to the imoortance of my statements on an invasion of Cuba and 
of our intention to fulfill them, so that no doubts are sown from the very 
staru. i have already stated my position publicly in mjjr press cnference 
on November- 20th, and I am glad that this statement appears to have your 
understendingj we have never wanted to be driven by the acts of others 
into war in Cuba. The other side of the coin, however, is that we do need 
to have adequate assurances that all offensive weapons are rsnoved from Cuba 
and are not reintroduced, and that Cuba itself cpemits no aggressive acts 
against any of the nations of the Western hemisphere. As I understand you, 
you feeli confident that Cuba will not in fact engage in such aggressive 
acts, and of course I already have your own assurance about the offensive 
weapons. So I myself should suppose that you could accept our position—' 
but it is probably better to leave final discussion of these matters to our 
representatives in ^ew lork. I quite agree with ypu that the larger part 
of the crisis has now been ended and we should not permit others to stand 
in the way of promptly settling the rest without further acrimony. 

With regard to your reference to the confidentialchannels set no 
between us, X can assure you that I value them. I have not concealed from 
you that it was a serious disappointment to me that dangerously misleading 
jjiformation should~have come through these channels before the recent 
crisis •iou may also wish to know "that oy an accident or misunderstanding 
one of your diplomats aopears to have used a representative of a orivate 
television network as a channel to us* This is always unwise in our 
country, where the memb rs of the cress often insist on printing at some 
later time what they may learn privately. 
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Because our systems are so different, you may not be fully familiar with 
the practices of the -American press. The competition for news in this 
country is iierce. A number of the comoetitors are not great admirers of 
my - dministration, and oerhaps an even larger number are rr»t wholly friendly 
bo yours. ere in Washington alone we have 1200 reoorters accredited to 
the nxte *ouse alone, and thousands more in other assignments. Not one 
of tnem is accountable to this government for what he reoorts. It would be 
a great mistake to think that what aopears in newspaoers and magazines 
necessarily has anything to do with the oolicy and ournose of this government. 

am glad to say that I have some friends among newspapermen, but no 
spokesmen. 

But let me emphasize again that we do indeed value these confidential 
channels, l entirely share your view that some trust is necessary for 
leading statesmen of our two countries; I believe that it is imoortant to 
build the area of trust wherever possible. I shall of course continue to 
hold and to exoress my convictions about the relative merits of our systems 
of government, and I shall not be surprised if you do the same. 

In particular, we have been very glad to have opportunities for private 
exchanges with and tnrough M r . 3olshakov, and I am sorry to learn that he 
is returning to Noscow. It is our impression that he has made a real effort 
to improve_ communications and understanding between our two governments, and 
we shall miss mm very much. 

I appreciate your writing me so frankly, and in return I have tried 
to be as straightforward, for I agree with you that only through suchfrank 
excnanges can we better understand our respective points of view. Partly 
for this reason I refrained in my last oress conference from commenting on 
certain aspects of your speech before the Supreme Soviet with which you 
realize, oi course, we could not agree. 


’ - • k *• u. 


We also are hopeful that once the Cuban crisis isbehind us,we shall be 
able to tackle the other problems confronting us and to find the oath to 
their solution. 


I cannot refrainfrora commenting briefly on your reference to the German 
question, though I do not think that it would be useful in this message 
to expound our full position once again. But your suggestion that the 
interests of our two countries are toys in the hands ofChancellor Adenauer 
f® 6 ®! £ ° me “- ss entirely the true nature of the problem which confronts 
us in suxsxx central Europe. For here the vital interests of many states are 

^I ed r + °? f 0Ur 33 Wel1 aS 0Urs ' lf this is ^cognized, then I am 

that a wa 7 can be found which will accomodate these interests and 
S J 111 , 1 S ad J° a P ea< =eful settlement. 1 cannot cuite agree with you that 
Mr.Rusk and &r. Gromyko have settled everything on Berlin but one issue 
ihey are smllful and experienced diplomats, but I do not think we should 
gxve themtoo much credit yet. Gtill it is quite true, as you say, that the 
main-issue which seems to separate us on Berlin is that of the presence of 
allied troops in west Berlin. I am comficent that if youcould beincr from 
an understanding of our position on this vital ooint, our chances of making 
progress would be greatly improved. 3 
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I look forward to receiving your confidential letter and procosals on 
the teat ban Question, and I think there is every reason to keep working 
on this oroblsm. I hope that in your message in this subject you will Sell 
me what you think about the oosition of the oeople in Peking on this 
cuestion. It seems to me very important forboth of us that in our efforts 
to secure an end to nuclear testing we should not overlook this area of the 
world. 

Thank you for your expressions of good wishes to me and my family, and 
let me in turn send you and your wife and family our personal good wishes 
for the coming year. 















